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There has been increasing public commentary questioning the economic benefits to America of
international trade and investment, including with China, and whether the US business community is
prioritizing profits in China over America’s security interests and its values.
The implication is that American companies operating in China are unpatriotic, or at best, gullible and
naïve.
There also is an assumption embedded in such arguments that business interests are not aligned with
national interests. But how does our country generate wealth and build strength on the world stage if
our business interests are not viewed as an element of our national interests?
I also encounter arguments that America has gotten mugged by China in recent decades. According to
this telling, China has solely benefitted, and at America’s expense, by the economic relationship
between our two countries.
Such assertions are inconsistent with observable facts and realities.
So, I am here to offer a bit of ground truth on the benefits the United States derives from trade with the
rest of the world, including with China, and to make the case that we must recommit to an interestsbased approach to our economic relationship with China.
I believe deeply that America is strengthened by having its companies compete and thrive in the global
marketplace, and in China. I will make my case in three parts.
First, American firms need to compete in the world’s most competitive markets. Competition compels
innovation, and innovation, along with other important attributes, offers firms an edge over global
competitors.
Second, American firms have unique understanding of the risks and benefits of doing business in China
and should be brought into policy discussions, rather than be treated as the object of them. A more
collaborative approach between government and the private sector will yield far better outcomes for
America’s long-term interests. International trade and investment, including active participation in
China, is on balance good for America.

Third, it is critical that American companies act according to their vision of corporate governance and
values in China. American businesses generally operate on the basis that transparency, fairness and
respect for the individual strengthen their own performance. These firms provide a powerful example in
China, a country that in important respects is moving away from market-driven decision-making. And
they must continue to reflect the best of America in their operations in China.
I know that my efforts to elevate the public debate on China may invite criticism, since my company has
a clear financial stake in the direction of this debate.
But I am willing to make the case because I believe that the choices our country makes about our
economic relationship with China and trade generally will have a significant bearing on America’s
national security and global competitiveness in the 21st century.
These choices must be grounded in reasoned debate based on available facts, and not left to voices on
either extreme of the political spectrum to define.
Members of the business community have been generally quiet on this subject, reticent to speak up out
of concerns of vilification. Yet, their voices are important to the knowledge and perspective they lend to
the debate. Silencing debate is not how our democracy is designed to operate.
Just look at Asia today: Beyond our military, America’s greatest source of strength and influence is its
active business sector and its sizable investments made over decades.
But as international trade has gone out of political favor in the United States, there has been less robust
debate about what set of trade policies would best protect and advance America’s interests.
Before delving into China, a few points to highlight on trade.
As countries have opened their economies to trade and investment, advanced economies such as ours
have created jobs in services and manufacturing. The United States exports more than $2.5 trillion in
goods and services annually. According to the Business Roundtable, trade supported over 41 million
American jobs in 2019 (latest figure). US trade-related employment grew four times faster than total
employment since 1992.
It is not just large multinational companies that profit from these trends. Today, small and medium
enterprises are increasingly benefiting from global trade alongside multinational corporations. As digital
trade continues to grow, so too will opportunities for American companies of all sizes to connect and
compete in the global market. To put a point on it, there’s almost 172,000 small businesses with fewer
than 500 people exporting almost $300 billion.
International trade increases competition, especially for firms that face few domestic competitors.
When companies compete globally, they produce more efficiently, which helps drive down costs and
reduces inflation. As companies grow and thrive, it means more jobs and employment. After all, it’s
strong, thriving business that creates jobs here and abroad. Consumers benefit with more variety and
better reliability of products and services.
Globalization serves to pool talent and accelerates learning about what works or doesn’t and why.
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The world is not standing still, though. While the United States has retreated from pursuing trade
agreements, many other countries have moved ahead. Regional economic integration in Asia has
advanced considerably in recent years without the United States. This has placed American firms at a
disadvantage with their international peers in the world’s most dynamic region.
Alongside our aircraft carriers and our fighter jets, what Asian countries want most from the United
States is increased market access and deeper trade and investment ties. After all, the business of Asia is
business. So, proposals for new regional economic frameworks that do not include market access are
going to fall short.
We are at a point where the long-standing consensus in favor of open, rules-based trade has broken
down. Critics suggest that policy has not served our workers well and believe the benefits of trade
should be more equitably distributed. But creating and maintaining those trade benefits is equally as
important.
The Biden Administration’s Indo-Pacific Economic Framework, and the US-EU Trade and Technology
Council, are both good faith efforts to build rules for 21st century trade challenges. The administration
deserves credit for prioritizing efforts in Asia and Europe to advance digital trade and develop standards
for new and emerging technologies.
While unpopular to say, we should also seek to join the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for
Trans–Pacific Partnership (CPTPP). The truth is that any trade initiative that does not include market
access, services, investment and intellectual property protections, or dispute settlement provisions, and
doesn’t tackle subsidies, will fall well short of our most recent high standard agreement – USMCA –
which happened to receive broad bipartisan support in Congress.
Pursuing Administrative arrangements, instead of formal trade agreements, is viewed as a sign of
America’s diminishing ambition on trade, and will raise questions about the durability of the
arrangements.
Rather than shrink our ambition to match the political mood of the moment, the United States needs to
rediscover its determination to lead on trade.
There is a strong, strategic rationale for the United States to reassert leadership on trade. Deeper
economic integration between the United States and our Asian partners would bind our fortunes
together more tightly. It would give the region greater confidence in America’s staying power. It also
would undercut Beijing’s preferred narrative that Asian countries should stand with China to prosper
instead of siding with the United States and missing out. And finally, it advances our vision of marketoriented, rules-based trade and economics.
I have detected rising levels of concern among the policy community about America’s competitiveness
with China’s economic model. I do not share these anxieties.
I am confident in America’s economic model. No other governance and economic system has generated
more wealth and national strength for its people than ours. This fact ought to offer us a bit more selfconfidence and strategic patience about our capacity to outcompete China.
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I support the United States vigorously defending and protecting its strategic interests, and I expect China
to do the same. This is particularly true in advanced technologies, especially those that involve national
security or represent certain leading-edge economic capabilities.
The central question is not whether the United States should defend itself, but rather how it can do so
most effectively. We must be able to protect our national security and our economic prosperity. Our
economic strength is the foundation upon which our national security is built.
Our national ambitions are advanced by remaining a powerhouse of innovation. This requires the United
States government to protect the right of its companies to monetize their intellectual property. The
competition that our companies encounter in China and around the world pushes them to improve. This
process benefits our firms and our workers.
Too often lately, China economic policy decisions in Washington have been made in the name of
national security or worker’s rights, but without an appreciable understanding of their economic effects.
We should not allow the important work of protecting our workers to be turned into a vehicle for
promoting outsized protectionism. The more that policy decisions degrade our companies’ capability to
compete abroad, the more they will sap America’s national strength over time.
Defensive policymaking is not a new phenomenon.
For generations, politicians have bemoaned foreign competition hollowing out American
competitiveness. Whether the imports arrived from Germany or Japan, Mexico or China, there have
been protectionist laments. The current protectionist calls for America to decouple from China are not
new. But here are the facts:
Likely upwards of one-half to two-thirds of global economic growth in the coming years will come from
the Indo-Pacific region. The region is home to over 50% of the world’s population, almost 60% of the
world’s youth, and 60% of GDP. In other words, the global growth story in the coming decades will be
substantially defined by Asia’s dynamism.
Within Asia, China is becoming increasingly central to value chains. Even as there is decoupling in hightechnology sectors across the Pacific, there is recoupling within Asia.
Trade and investment flows between China and other Asian economies are growing. This is true almost
across the board, and includes economies such as Japan, India, Taiwan, and Vietnam who all have
rivalrous relations with Beijing.
The United States fits this profile as well. The cold reality is that trade flows between the US and China
are rising, even with reciprocal tariffs in place. The 2021 data show two-way trade hit a record $657
billion.
China enjoys unique advantages in the global economy. It sits at the center of the world’s most dynamic
region, with 20% of the world’s population, a fiercely competitive business environment in many
sectors, clustering effects around innovation, world-class infrastructure, and an abundance of affordable
engineering talent.
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Irrespective of whether we like China or not, the country is likely to account for a substantial portion of
global economic growth. Some experts estimate that China could contribute upwards of one-third to
one-half of global economic growth in the coming years, though this level of contribution deserves to be
questioned, owing to China’s economic policy direction. While there is room for debate over how much
China will contribute to global growth, there is little dispute that China’s increasingly statist policies are
damaging its own economic expansion.
China’s size does not mean the United States should allow China to walk over us because we desire
access to their market. American firms are stronger when they compete in China’s market, but not at all
costs. Reciprocity and rules-based trade are principles that American policymakers must uphold, not
abandon.
To be clear, I support the principle of reciprocity in the broad sense, not the use of the term to advocate
for mechanical tit-for-tat actions that tip the United States into a race to the bottom with China. I would
like the United States to draw upon all available levers to push for a more level playing field for
competition.
And it is vital that the United States address problematic behavior. Certain Chinese economic policies
are adding strain to the US-China relationship. State-backed efforts to prop up national champions,
including by subsidizing production, flooding overseas markets, and undermining international
competition, are a direct challenge to American interests.
These are not problems that lend themselves to unilateral American solutions, though.
Contrary to what some in the US hope, Washington does not have unilateral economic leverage to
compel China to submit to American demands to reform its economy or political system.
Here’s why:
China has become the world’s largest recipient of inbound foreign direct investment, though flows have
dried up recently. In 2020, China’s share of global FDI rose to an all-time high of 25% of flow. While
some of this investment originated in the United States, the bulk came from Europe, the Middle East,
and other parts of Asia. In other words, arguments that China is reliant on American capital, and that
America can change China by withholding investment flows, deserve to be interrogated.
China also is the top trading partner for more than 100 countries globally. Every one of America’s closest
partners around the world has a deep economic relationship with China. None would be willing to end
its economic relationship absent a dramatic Chinese action.
Given these realities, American interests are ill-served when policymakers put trade in competition with
trust or values.
America’s partners in Europe, Asia, and elsewhere do not welcome China’s assault on individual
liberties, but they also do not see trade policy as the venue to adjudicate those differences. Rather, they
seek to address differences over values in the political and diplomatic arena.
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America also is not taking steps to attract our global partners to bind their futures more closely to our
own. We are not further opening our markets and liberalizing trade policy to incentivize countries to
put greater weight on their economic and overall relationship with us.
In other words, all of our partners are going to continue to trade and invest in both the United States
and China.
The objective, therefore, is not to try to “contain” China; it is to outperform China. We should be
promoting and literally leading with our vision for rules-based international trade, rather than be playing
defense against China’s efforts to legitimize their own economic model. And the United States should
have ample confidence in its capacity to do so.
Our economy remains more than 25% larger than China’s. Our workers in many sectors are more
productive. We enjoy the world’s reserve currency and a higher education system that is the envy of the
world. We have a transparent and a reasonably predictable legal system.
We have traditionally been open to immigration, though of late we have been more limiting. We will
need to continue to foster a culture that attracts the brightest minds and those who want to work hard
for a better life to our shores.
At the same time, given the scale of the challenges from China’s own behavior, we will need to
strengthen our self-awareness of how our actions are interpreted by our allies and partners. They all
recognize that full-scale US-China economic decoupling is not a serious option. It can more accurately be
described as an economic impossibility.
Global value chains for thousands of products flow through China before the finished products arrive in
the United States. China increasingly conducts final assembly of products. The intermediate goods that
go into those products sometimes originate in China, but many are made in countries around China.
Even if the United States, Canada, and Mexico wanted full-scale, across-the-board reshoring of
production from China, there are too many missing pieces of the supply chain in North America to make
production work at a speed, scale, or price that could be competitive with companies that continue to
produce in China.
To take a specific example, Mexico is moving in the wrong direction. Recent efforts to limit competition
in the energy sector would dissuade manufacturers from moving to Mexico due to concerns over
availability and cost, as well as difficulty in meeting climate-related commitments. Mexico is becoming
an increasingly unattractive market for transferring production. Yet, we are doing too little to address
the negative direction our southern neighbor is heading at a time when we should be focused on
strengthening North America’s competitive profile.
If American firms are the only ones to exit the China market while foreign competitors continue to enjoy
the cost and efficiency advantages of producing in China, then US firms will relinquish global
competitiveness.
To be clear, there will be cases of selective decoupling. There will be products that have such value to
our national security, including economic, or our health security, that they justify being produced at a
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higher price and lower efficiency in the United States. There may also be instances where companies
decide for themselves to leave the Chinese market given their business models.
The more products that policymakers place within this protected net, though, the more costs that
consumers will have to absorb to offset the inefficiencies.
If full-scale or large-scale “decoupling” becomes our goal, though, such a policy will feed China’s worst
instincts, undermine our own global economic competitiveness, and amount to a self-inflicted wedge
between us and our allies.
Some may counter that China, not the US, is seeking to decouple, and that we should reciprocate. It is
not in America’s interest to relinquish market share in the world’s second-largest economy, particularly
when China’s demand is growing for American exports, from apples to advanced vehicles.
It’s not in America’s national security interests to make China less dependent upon technology products
made with American equipment and expertise. The less reliant China is on American-produced
technology, the less leverage the United States will have to influence how China pursues its interests
over time.
There are virtually no countries prepared to require their companies to exit the China market. On the
margins, other countries may compel their companies to limit trade or investment with China in
sensitive national security areas, but they are not likely to broadly cut off trade with China. If US policy
decisions force American companies out of the China market, they will lose out economically, but China
likely will still acquire the capabilities it seeks.
Don’t just take my word for it. We have run this experiment before. Previously, the United States
unilaterally banned the sale of satellite technology to China. The result – American companies lost
revenue, European competitors filled the vacuum and reaped profits, and China got the capabilities it
sought. This was a mistake Congress corrected.
Closing off American companies to China also would generate less cooperation between the United
States and China at a moment when the planetary threats to both countries are growing more acute,
from inflation to global financial volatility, climate change, health pandemics, etc.
In other words, China is an important market, and it is not going away. Given this reality, why wouldn’t
America’s top firms want to be in the largest foreign market for wealth creation? American firms are
becoming stronger by being pushed to out-compete their Chinese and foreign counterparts, by gaining
scale, and by sharpening their capacity to monetize their innovations.
And many American firms have done tremendously well in China’s market. Their revenues support jobs
across the United States for designers and developers, marketers, logisticians, managers, lawyers,
accountants, scientists, and so many others.
America’s deep economic presence in China also has allowed US workers to profit from China’s rise. The
more their economy has grown, the more Chinese consumers have looked to American products as a
symbol of quality. America’s exports to China in recent decades have grown rapidly, and while there is
no clear number on how many jobs our services and manufacturing exports to China support, we do
know the US economy generates between two and three million new jobs a year.
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Of course, such statistics provide cold comfort to those who have lost their jobs to companies that offshored production to China.
And many hard-working Americans have lost their jobs to lower-wage workers in China. During what is
often referred to as the China shock, the period from 2000-2015 after China’s accession into the WTO,
recent research puts the upper-bound estimate of manufacturing jobs lost to China at about two million.
In other words, according to economist Adam Posen, from 2000-2015, the China shock was responsible
for displacing about 130,000 workers per year.
Looking backward and forward, automation and productivity gains likely pose greater threat to
American manufacturing workers than China does.
But that doesn’t make the experience any less painful for those individuals and communities who have
suffered from trade with China.
The policy answer to this predicament is to defend our workers against Chinese dumping, if and when it
occurs, to forge international coalitions to address China’s non-market economic practices, and to find
ways to provide effective and practical support to American workers, including by implementing policies
to make them more competitive in the global economy.
The best way for the United States to address the hollowing out of America’s manufacturing sector is to
make the sector more globally competitive.
Unfortunately, as a country, we have underperformed on this score. We have not defended ourselves
as strongly as we should have against distortive Chinese economic policies.
The goal of US trade policy should be reciprocity and equal treatment for American companies, not
equal results in the form of managed trade. American companies and workers can compete against their
Chinese peers, but they cannot be expected to compete against excessive sovereign government
support.
In sectors where China proves unable or unwilling to allow reasonable access and make directional
progress toward fair competition, we should look for reasonable limits on China’s access here in sectors
they prioritize and urge other partners around the world to follow suit.
We also should work with partners around the world to develop thoughtfully tailored outbound
investment screening mechanisms and then implement such screening mechanisms in a coordinated
fashion.
Capital from America or its security partners should not be supporting China’s development of weapons
being designed for use against us. American money also should not be used to support the development
of tools to suppress citizens anywhere.
Given the dual-use nature of many existing and emerging technologies, setting boundaries around
acceptable exports to China or investments in Chinese firms will be an ongoing policy challenge.
Such efforts would benefit from market insight in order to understand trade-offs of various approaches.
These insights can best be achieved through genuine public-private dialogue, where business leaders are
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brought into the discussion to help delineate where boundaries should be drawn.
With that information, national leaders can set principles to preserve an appropriate balance between
national security and national economic competitiveness. Both are imperatives, both are mutually
reinforcing, and both will be strengthened by maintaining reasonably high thresholds for government
intervention – small garden, high walls. We need our companies to be able to sell their products in order
to generate revenue for next generation technologies, while at the same time denying access to goods
that put our national security at risk.
We also have not done enough to raise the competitiveness of members of our workforce who have
been left behind.
America’s trade adjustment assistance programs have been poorly structured, poorly executed, and
poorly resourced. The US spends about a tenth of what other developed countries spend on these
programs as a percentage of GDP. We need to do better as a society, and we can.
We need to raise worker productivity by expanding access to health care, child and elder care, and
improving access and quality of education.
We also need to enable smart, lawful immigration at scale to ensure our workforce has the right skillset
and capacity to meet our national requirements, understanding this is not taking jobs away from
Americans.
At the same time, again, we must also protect ourselves against unfair economic behavior, intellectual
property theft, forced technology transfer, commercially driven cyber-espionage, and widespread statebacked efforts to prop up national champions.
These are real challenges, but again, they are not challenges with unilateral American solutions.
Our best bet is to work with partners to craft responses that constrain China’s excesses and limit its
opportunities to take what it does not invent.
We have allies and partners whose interests and concerns about Chinese behavior are congruent with
ours. This is an asymmetric advantage for the United States that we need to do a better job of
exploiting.
Now, I recognize the deeply held views of some in the United States who believe American companies
should not be present in China because of human rights abuses.
I do not know of any American CEO who celebrates authoritarianism in China, or in other countries
including those that the United States considers allies or partners, and it is hardly my image for
humanity. But it also is not my decision. China is a sovereign country. The same is true of every other
country where my company operates around the world.
At the same time, we are not indifferent to policies that diminish individual freedom. No model of
competition has succeeded where the state substitutes its judgment for that of markets, or where
nonviolent ideas and opinions are criminalized.
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I do not presume to tell China’s leaders how to govern 1.4 billion people. China’s leaders set the rules in
their country. I do not. But I am candid in respectfully sharing my perspective as an American that
China’s leaders will need to find their way back to a more market-oriented path if they want to continue
to create wealth for their people.
I have been involved in building businesses on the ground in China for 30 years. I have not simply been
investing in China, I have been building there.
It is important to understand how the financial services industry operates around the world. If we want
to provide insurance products and services in a country, we need to establish a regulated corporate
presence there. We are not like a manufacturing company that can produce goods in the US and then
ship those goods to many other countries around the world.
So, we established a business presence in China for insurance. We bought into a business that originally
was 100% owned by state-owned enterprises. We have been taking the business private, and I believe
we will soon be the first foreign company to take majority ownership of a financial services holding
company in China.
The Chinese want my company there for a reason. We represent a dynamic, highly professional private
sector model that they can use to accelerate the development of a modern insurance industry. This is
something China wants and needs.
But our presence in China also is clearly in the interest of the United States, and of course, its
profitability is in the interest of my company and our shareholders.
Chubb provides insurance protection and savings. We allow individuals to take better personal
responsibility of their future and to limit their reliance on the state, thus relieving the state of its burden.
We collect financial assets and invest them where they attract the best return, and not where it
privileges state interests. As an example, we provide private sector solutions to help address the needs
of China’s aging population.
We also carry our American values and principles in how we conduct ourselves in China. We represent a
market-oriented private sector model that believes in the sanctity of the individual, the rule of law, and
in basic human rights. We not only assiduously follow local laws and regulations. We strive to adhere
globally to the highest US-based standards of corporate governance and behavior – from compliance
education to anti-bribery controls. We don’t have different standards for employee behavior depending
on where we operate.
We draw upon our global advantages and profit-seeking efficiency in our competition with Chinese
firms.
We recognize that we are operating in a country where policy is decidedly moving toward a more statedriven economic model.
At the same time, and without mincing words, I am earnestly and quietly as candid with Chinese officials
as I am with you today. I regularly defend the interests of my country and my company. I have always
been clear in respectfully registering my concerns with Chinese leaders about unfair state subsidies,
theft of intellectual property, forced transfer of sensitive technology, and other concerns. I tell Chinese
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officials that I believe they are limiting their country’s growth by overplaying the role of the state in their
economy.
A company’s intrinsic worth in the global marketplace is determined by its interests and values.
American companies generally recognize that it is bad for business to abandon their values in China.
Those that compromise their values in pursuit of profit often are punished through loss of investor
confidence in the direction of the company.
Those companies that lose their moral compass in China or anywhere else deserve to be called out and
punished by the marketplace. But they also should be treated as the exception, not the rule.
Conclusion
I know my observations today challenge prevailing views about America’s trade policies and about the
U.S.-China economic relationship. I also recognize that my arguments are not perfect. My goal is to
stimulate deeper discussion about what the United States can do to strengthen its global
competitiveness, and what contributions the private sector can make to this effort.
The US-China relationship is undergoing dramatic changes as we speak. China’s economy was only 12%
of America’s size in 2000. It is now 71% as big as America’s economy.
China’s growing strength is discomforting to many. But it also is a fact of life.
Tough words or unilateral actions are not going to turn back the clock and shrink China’s strength back
down to a more comforting size.
We are going to have to improve our own competitiveness and restore our self-confidence. We are
going to need to articulate our own vision for our global economic competitiveness and carry it out. We
will have to trust that our success will cause China over time to re-evaluate its own interests in
becoming more market-oriented. And to make progress in this direction, we will need to understand
and be responsive to our partners’ top interests and concerns relating to China.
Importantly, we also are going to have to recommit to an interests-based approach to our economic
relationship with China.
I have laid out a few of my views on how the United States can best do so. I welcome others to improve
upon these ideas.
America works best when there is a serious competition of ideas about how best to address the greatest
challenges confronting our country. Such a debate on how to pursue a pragmatic, interest-driven
approach toward China is sorely needed, now more than ever.
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